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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application is requested. 

Non-elected claims 8-9 and 13-17 have been canceled without prejudice to divisional filing. 
This leaves in the application claims 1-7 and 10-12 for consideration. The applicants comment 
as follows on the various points made by the Examiner in the action. 

Priority 

The specification has been amended to make reference to the applicants' parent U.S. filing 
and earlier EP application, as suggested by the Examiner. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The Examiner's comments have been noted. 

Oath/Declaration 

A new declaration is attached as required by the Examiner. 

Specification 

The specification has been amended to capitalize trademarks as requested. The generic 
description of the trademarked material is included in the disclosure. 

Abstract 

A new abstract is attached hereto as required by the Examiner. 

Sequence Non-Compliance 

The Examiner's comments regarding the requirement for sequence identification have 
been noted. A Notice to Comply was not included with the Examiner's action. However, insofar 
as is understood, the application is being separately amended by paper filed concurrently 
herewith to provide the information thought to be required by the Examiner. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 7 and 12 have been amended, as suggested by the Examiner, to obviate the 
objections noted by the Examiner. 
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Claims Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 112 

Reconsideration of the Section 112, 2nd H rejection of claims 1-7 and 10-12 is requested in 
view of the amendments to the claims and the following comments. 

More specifically, claim 1 has been amended as suggested by the Examiner in Section 
14A. Additional changes have been made in the claim to obviate the Examiner's objection in 
Section 14B insofar as this is understood. 

Claim 3 has also been amended by deleting the reference to "chemically" in view of the 
Examiner's comments in Section 14D. 

The Examiner is requested to reconsider the objections set out in Sections 14C and 14E. 
With regard to Section 14C, it is submitted that the meaning of the "remainder of the 
corresponding antibody" will be readily understandable in the context of the applicants' invention 
to those in the art. The invention calls for the use of an antibody fragment and specifies that the 
second protein is not the remainder of the antibody, i.e. the part which remains upon removal of 
the antibody fragment. The claim language is thought to be clear and definite in the context of 
the applicants' disclosure. 

Regarding Section 14E, it is submitted that carbon and cotton are properly included in the 
grouping of claim 4. These materials function like the other members of the group for the 
applicants' purposes and, therefore, should be acceptable for inclusion in the grouping of claim 
4. 

The Examiner is also requested to reconsider the Section 112, 2nd If rejection of claims 1-7 
as set forth in Section 15 of the action. More specifically, claim 1 has been converted to Jepson 
style ("In a ..."). This should obviate the need for reciting process details other than the step 
which characterizes the applicants' improvement over the prior art, i.e. the use of the antibody 
fragment attached through a covalent chemical bond to a second protein which is not the 
remainder of the corresponding antibody. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 102 

Claim 1 has been amended to specify that the second protein has a non-specific affinity for 
the solid surface of the material and a molecular weight of at least 3000 Daltons. Basis for 
these changes in claim 1 is found at, for example, page 6, lines 29-32 and claim 5, the latter 
also being amended to avoid redundancy. 

While the applicants do not agree with the Examiner's Section 102(b) rejections of claims 
1, 2 and 10 and claims 1, 4, 10 and 12 based on Malmqvist et al. or Berry et al., respectively, as 
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set out in 1Js 161 and II on pages 9-10 of the action, it is noted that these rejections are not 
applicable against the claims as amended, taking into account the amendment of claim 1 to 
include the molecular weight feature of claim 5. Accordingly, detailed comment on these 
rejections is not thought warranted and it is believed to be sufficient to note that the Examiner's 
references do not disclose the applicants' invention as defined by the amended claims. The 
Examiner is, therefore, requested to reconsider and withdraw the Section 102(b) rejections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 103 

The Examiner is also requested to reconsider the Section 103(a) rejection of claims 3, 5, 6, 
7 and 1 1 as unpatentable over Malmqvist et al. (WO 93/25909) and Berry et al. (EP 0 434 317 
A1) in view of Konig and Skerra (Journal of Immunological Methods, 218, 1998, pages 73-83) 
and evidenced by He and Carter (Nature, Vol. 358, July 16, 1992, page 209) as set out in 
Section 17 III, pages 11-12 of the action. The Examiner's references do not suggest the 
applicants' invention as defined by the claims herein. For one thing, there is no motivation in 
the references to make the modifications needed in the Examiner's primary references 
(Malmqvist and Berry) to reach the applicants' invention. 

There is, in particular, no suggestion in any of the references to provide an immuno- 
adsorbent material as claimed using a combination of an antibody fragment comprising a 
binding site of an antibody, attached to a second protein which is not the remainder of the 
antibody from which the fragment is obtained, i.e. the second protein is different from the 
remainder of the antibody. Furthermore, the second protein has a molecular weight of at least 
3000 Daltons and a non-specific affinity for the surface onto which the combination of antibody 
fragment and second protein is adsorbed. 

The Examiner's secondary references do not fill in the indicated deficiencies of Malmqvist 
et al. and Berry et al. There is, in brief, no reason, apart from the applicants' own disclosure, to 
selectively combine the references as the Examiner has done to reject the claims under Section 
103(a). Furthermore, even if the references are considered together, the applicants' 
improvement as claimed, is not in any sense obvious. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the Section 103(a) rejection is requested. 
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Conclusion 

All issues having been addressed, it is submitted that the application is in condition for 
allowance and such action is requested. 



Date: March 13, 2006 

Customer No. 09629 

1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
Phone: (202)739-3000 
Facsimile: (202) 739-3001 
Direct: (202)739-5455 



Respectfully submitted, 

MORGAN LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 




Paul N. Kokulis 
Reg. No. 16,773 
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